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The	1st	 version	of	 this	 deliverable	 focused	on	 framing	 and	 carrying	out	 exercises	of	 self-reflection	 across	 all	
MAZI	pilots,	which	aimed	to	gather	comparable	knowledge	of	the	respective	partner‘s	visions	and	anticipation	




a) we	analyze	the	material	 included	 in	D3.2	and	D3.5	 in	 light	of	 further	developments	and	 interactions	
toward	comparing	the	individual	perspectives	of	partners	on	key	concepts	such	as	DIY	networking,	as	
well	as	the	different	pilot	studies;		
b) we	 describe	 and	 analyse	 the	 cross-fertilization	 events	 that	 took	 place	 during	 the	 first	 year	 and	 the	
initial	lessons	learned	from	them;		




Based	 on	 this	 material,	 we	 propose	 certain	 enhancements	 of	 our	 interdisciplinary	 framework,	 i.e.,	 the	
















2.	KEY	CONCEPTS	AND	INDIVIDUAL	PERSPECTIVES.......................................................................... 8	2.1	 UNDERSTANDINGS	OF	DIY	NETWORKING ...........................................................................................................8	2.2	A	POSSIBLE	BOUNDARY	OBJECT .............................................................................................................................. 10	
3.	COMPARISONS	BETWEEN	PILOTS .....................................................................................................13	
4.	COMPARISONS	BETWEEN	DISCIPLINARY	PERSPECTIVES .........................................................19	4.1	SPECULATIVE	DESIGN:	PARTICIPATORY	CREATION	AND	DIALOGUE................................................................. 19	4.2	CO-DESIGNING	(INFRA-)STRUCTURES	VERSUS	DESIGNING	SOLUTIONS........................................................... 19	4.3	PARTICIPATORY	ACTION	RESEARCH....................................................................................................................... 20	4.4	INTERDISCIPLINARY	STRUCTURES	FOR	INFORMATION	SHARING...................................................................... 20	
5.	CROSS-FERTILIZATION	EVENTS .........................................................................................................22	5.1	THE	BERLIN	WORKSHOP.......................................................................................................................................... 22	5.2	THE	INURA	CONFERENCE....................................................................................................................................... 23	5.3.	OTHER	CROSS-FERTILIZATION	EVENTS ................................................................................................................ 25	
6	SYNERGIES	AND	TENSIONS	BETWEEN	RESEARCH	AND	ACTION ..............................................29	
7.	ENRICHING	THE	INTERDISCIPLINARY	FRAMEWORK .................................................................32	7.1	EXPOSING	SIMILARITIES,	DIFFERENCES,	AND	TENSIONS .................................................................................... 33	
7.1.1	 Comparisons	between	MAZI	researchers ............................................................................................ 33	
7.1.2	 Comparisons	between	the	community	actors ................................................................................... 34	
















One	 of	 the	 key	 advantages	 and	 key	 challenges	 of	 MAZI	 at	 the	 same	 time	 is	 its	 diversity.	 The	 diversity	 of	
disciplinary	perspectives	on	the	concept	of	participation	and	design,	among	others,	the	diversity	of	pilot	studies	
in	 terms	 of	 environment	 and	 profile	 of	 activists	 involved,	 and	 also	 the	 diversity	 of	 the	 possible	 form	 and	
content	of	its	main	outcome,	MAZI	toolkit.	
To	 address	 and	 to	 productively	 deal	 with	 this	 diversity,	 we	 have	 established	 three	 parallel	 “threads”	 for	
structuring,	 analyzing,	 and	 evaluating	 our	 transdisciplinary	 work.	 Namely,	 the	 interdisciplinary	 comparative	
framework	(D3.5-7),	the	pilot	evaluation	(D3.8-10),	and	the	self-reflection	exercise	(D3.11-13).	All	these	threads	




Figure	1:	The	different,	 interrelated	 	 instruments	set	up	for	structuring,	analyzing	and	evaluating	our	transdisciplinary	work:	MAZI	toolkit	
described	 in	 detail	 in	 D1.1.	 will	 be	 the	 concrete	 outcome	 of	 the	 project,	 a	 proper	 boundary	 object	 “sitting	 in	 the	middle”	 between	 the	
different	“social	worlds”	of	 the	project	represented	by	the	“couples”	of	each	the	pilot	study.	Deliverables	3.2-4	document	the	 integration	
process	of	 finding	a	“common	ground”	between	the	different	perspectives	and	make	 the	 required	 translation	 to	 the	 toolkit's	“language”	
(i.e.,	list	of	functionalities,	customization	options,	templates,	guidelines,	etc.).	These	different	perspectives	are	being	compared	and	analyzed	
through	 the	 comparative	 framework	 developed	 in	 Deliverables	 3.5-7,	 evaluated	 through	 the	 evaluation	 framework	 developed	 in	
Deliverables	3.8-10,	while	the	whole	process	of	differentiation,	comparison,	evaluation,	integration	will	be	overlooked	and	documented	in	a	
self-reflective	mode	in	Deliverables	11-13.	2. 	3. 	
These	 relationships	 are	described	 in	detail	 in	Deliverables	 3.2	 and	3.5.	 This	 is	 the	 second	deliverable	on	 the	
“interdisciplinary	comparative	framework”	thread,	summarizing	and	analyzing	the	outcomes	of	the	interactions	
that	took	place	the	first	year	of	the	project.	With	two	of	the	pilots	starting	off,	and	after	several	related	events,	











Figure	2:	 Each	of	 the	pilots	 consists	of	multiple	variables,	here	described	as	 contexts,	hybrid	elements	and	 framings/objectives,	 that	will	
evolve	and	change	over	 time.	Their	combination	and	 interplay	are	subject	 to	planned	experimentation	within	 the	 four	different	pilots,	 in	










moment	 of	 representations.	 In	 the	 third	 and	 last	 version	 of	 the	 deliverable,	 the	 lived	 moment	 of	 the	
interdisciplinary	framework	will	be	presented	through	the	project	team	members’	stories	--particularly	on	the	






b) the	development	 of	 the	 individual	 research	 agendas	 of	 the	different	 academic	 partners	 captured	 in	
different	documents	produced	(Section	4),		
c) the	 interactions	 that	 took	 place	 during	 the	 cross-fertilization	 events	 and	 most	 notably	 the	 Berlin	
workshop	and	INURA	conference	(Section	5),	and		













To	 understand	 the	 various	 perspectives	 of	 DIY	 networking	 within	 MAZI	 consortium,	 five	 months	 after	 the	
beginning	of	the	NetHood	research	team	formulated	and	sent	out	a	series	of	questions	to	be	answered	by	all	
members	of	MAZI	consortium.	The	questions	regard	“what	DIY	networking	is”	for	every	respondent,	also	listing	
its	main	characteristics,	capabilities	and	 limitations;	exploring	 its	community	 impact	and	role	as	a	catalyst,	 in	
theory	 and	 also	 through	 personal	 experiences	 of	 events	 organized	 around	 DIY	 networking.	 The	 answers	 as	






first,	 there	 is	 a	 technology-centered	 perspective	 that	 defines	 DIY	 networking	 as	 “the	 appropriation	 of	
technology	 beyond	 the	 pre-designed	 solutions	 presented	 to	 customers	 by	 commercial	 providers”	 [...]	 “by	
productive	 “misuse”	 (customization)	 of	 off-	 the-shelf	 hardware”.	 DIY	 is	 when	 "someone	 acquires	 low	 cost,	
easy-to-find	hardware	components,	not	necessary	open	source,	in	order	to	build	a	network	using	open	source	
software.	The	hardware	components	include	small-sized	computers,	antennas,	network	modules	etc,	and	it	is	
generally	 easy	 to	 assemble	 it	 and	 install	 it,	 using	 custom	 methodologies".	 From	 this	 point	 of	 view,	 critical	
aspects	 of	 DIY	 networks	 come	 to	 the	 fore	 “the	 proximity/location	 based	 aspect”;	 “the	 possibly	 internet-





manage	 system	 providing	 wireless	 access,	 which	 allow	 people	 to	 communicate	 through	 a	 network	 even	 in	






like	“A	human	centred	approach	 to	 the	provision	of	networks	 that	aims	 to	empower	people	by	creating	 self	









of	DIY	networking	 is	 the	opportunity	 to	design	 the	 interactions	 to	be	 facilitated	or	mediated	by	 ICT	 in	novel	
ways	that	are	not	bound	to	the	“naturalized”	processes	of	communication	designed	and	sold	by	very	successful	














On	 the	 one	 hand,	 the	 social	 aspects	 are	 presented	 in	 a	 complementary	 way	 to	 the	 technical	 aspects:	 “DIY	
networks	 are	 not	 only	 technical	 systems	 but	 also	 social	 systems:	 they	 rely	 on	 people,	 so	 are	 shaped	 by	 the	




“It	perhaps	differs	 from	other	 types	of	 technology	only	 in	 terms	of	who	controls	 it.”	 ...	 “Communities	 taking	
ownership	and	control	over	 the	 configuration	of	 technology.	 Such	DIY	networks	 can	be	 configured	 in	 such	a	
way	 as	 to	 take	 into	 account	 the	 needs	 of	 the	 local	 community.”	 …	 “It	 is	 a	 grassroots	 form	 of	 enabling	
connection	and	communication	at	 the	 local	 level,	which	 could	be	 self-built,	 self-managed,	 self-governed	and	
owned	at	 the	grassroots	 level	 in	different	 forms	 (cooperation,	 association	of	 individuals	or	 groups	etc);	 they	
make	most	of	the	community	networks.”		
Along	 similar	 lines,	 (the	 most)	 important	 characteristics	 of	 DIY-networking	 are	 considered,	 “citizen	 control;	
built,	implemented,	and	operated	through	participatory	processes,	strengthening	community	ties	and	a	sense	
of	 ownership	 and	 independence	 from	 the	 profit-making	 commercial	 companies,	 materialized	 collective	
choices,	satisfied	(or	not)	individual	preferences”;	...	“the	do-it-yourself	component,	community	ownership	and	
self-organization	around	technology.	The	DIY-aspect	has	to	be	put	in	context.	Although	it	is	practically	possible	
to	make	and	create	 these	networks	yourself,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	a	 certain	 interest	and	digital	 literacy	 is	explicitly	
needed.	Community	ownership	of	the	networks	 is	a	vital	counter-argument	to	commercial/	traditional	digital	
networks.	 To	 assure	 longevity	 of	 the	 networks,	 self-organization	 around	 content	 management	 and	
maintenance	should	be	vital	for	the	network.	Other	aspects	of	DIY	networks	are	the	proximity/location	based	
aspect	as	well	as	the	possibly	internet-independence	of	the	networks.”		
Nevertheless,	 there	 are	 many	 forms	 of	 collective	 organization	 for	 the	 production	 and	 use	 of	 networking	
infrastructure,	 and	 thus	 understanding,	 what	 the	 DIY	 ‘is’,	 may	 mean	 to	 look	 also	 into	 what	 generates	 the	
different	initiatives,	or	in	other	words,	what	“do”	means,	what	“it”	means	and	what	“yourself”	is	about	in	every	
particular	situation1.		
Considering	 the	motivations	 in	choosing	 the	DIY	networking	 infrastructure,	 it	was	noted	 that	 there	 is	a	wide	
variety	as,	for	instance,	one	answer	noted	that	the	deployment	of	this	type	of	technology	depends	on	the	level	




“the	 setting	 up	 of	 such	 a	 network	 might	 be	 carried	 out	 wholly	 independently;	 with	 the	 support	 of	 other	
practitioners,	 or	 by	 paying	 for	 expert	 support.	 A	 network	 might	 operate	 completely	 independently	 of	 the	
Internet,	 or	 be	 complementary	 or	 subsidiary	 to	 networking	 capabilities	 provided	 by	 a	 commercial	 or	
government	 funded	 network	 provider.	 The	 network	 may	 be	 a	 small	 scale	 purposefully	 temporary	 art	
installation	or	a	long	term	infrastructure	initiative	across	a	city	or	country.”		







fear	 of	 missing	 out	 or	 falling	 behind	 the	 curve	 of	 innovation	 and	 understanding”;	 necessary	 long	 term	
commitment	 and	 engagement;	 less	 reliability	 than	 commercial	 products;	 overwhelming	 options	 from	
corporations;	 some	 specific	 technical	 requirements	 like	 no	 physical	 obstacles	 for	 antennas;	 and	 also	
geographical	limitations	as	to	assure	people’s	proximity,	with	the	consequence	of	improving	the	social	links	and	

















“a	particular	 type	of	 technology”	 to	a	 “concept”,	 “method	or	approach”.	Based	on	practical	experiments,	an	
initiative	 might	 act	 as	 the	 catalyst	 “for	 reflection	 on	 the	 broader	 goals,	 purposes,	 and	 ambitions	 of	 the	
participants.”	While	there	are	rational	understandings	expressed	in	terms	of	fulfilled	purposes	(e.g.	“it	may	act	
as	a	catalyst,	 through	 the	degree	 to	which	 it	 successfully	 fulfils	 its	purpose,	or	 reveals	other	opportunities”),	







Second,	 on	 a	 rather	 practical	 level	 it	 could	 play	 the	 role	 of	 a	 catalyst	 on	 a	 spectrum	 ranging	 from		






playful	 effect	 to	 interactions	 and	 catch	 people’s	 curiosity	 and	 imagination,	 and	 be	 appropriated	 for	 an	
unexpected	use.		
On	 the	 other	 hand,	 to	 avoid	 “a	 mere	 “performative”	 participation	 without	 real	 consequences”,	 further	
experiments	should	explore	the	capabilities	of	DIY	to	empower	(local)	participating	actors.	There	is	evidence	of	




Therefore,	the	 	 impact	on	community	that	the	 implementation	of	DIY	networking	may	have	 is	related	to	the	
arguments	brought	in	the	above	text	with	respect	to	its	role	as	a	community	catalyst,	and	to	the	‘community	
organization	perspective’	 in	defining	the	concept.	“At	the	core	of	the	DIY	philosophy	are	the	development	of	
skills	 and	 knowledge	 within	 the	 community.	 By	 taking	 ownership	 and	 responsibility	 for	 the	 creation,	
configuration	and	deployment	of	the	network	the	aspiration	is	that	this	will	stimulate	participation	within	the	
community	 and	 better	 place	 the	 participants	 to	 take	 advantage	 of	 the	 other	 factors.”	 In	 addition,	 it	 could	
enable	critical	reflection	on	broader	community	goals.	As	there	 is	an	opportunity	to	create	a	complementary	




























- I	 can	 talk	 with	 engineers	 and	 discuss	 best	 ways	 to	 solve	 a	 problem.	 Also,	 I	 am	 able	 to	 discuss	 the	




- Practitioner	 in	 DIY	 networking:	 set	 up	 own	 networked	 community.	 Academic	 researcher	 in	 DIY	
networking;	
- the	network	engineering	topics.		
As	 for	 the	 related	 knowledge	 that	 interdisciplinary	 conversations	 and	 experiments	 may	 deepen,	 the	 list	

























The	 topic	of	applications	was	considered	critical.	 In	general	 there	 is	an	 interest	on	hands-on	workshops	and	
learning-by-doing,	e.g.	in	training	sessions,	on	specific	case	studies	and	with	respect	to	a	specific	social	context.	
Discussing	technical	characteristics	 is	mentioned	as	being	 important	 in	exploring	possibilities	and	 limitations,	
as	well	as	releasing	the	‘fear’	from	technical	issues	through	practical	applications,	so	effective	experimentation	
of	 ‘how	 things	 work’.	 Imagining	 scenarios	 for	 implementation	 would	 help	 in	 understanding:	 a)	 what	
applications	 may	 be	 meaningful	 or	 useful,	 b)	 anticipating	 their	 appropriation	 by	 users,	 c)	 experiencing	
negotiation	 processes	 in	 bringing	 visions	 to	 reality,	 d)	 advancing	 the	 perception	 of	 ‘needs’	 by	 spelling	 out	
possibilities.	Conversations	around	the	political	dimensions,	as	a	central	topic	in	MAZI,	may	bring	to	light	the	












the	 paragraphs	 above,	 may	 encourage	 critical	 self-reflection	 on	 risks	 and	 possibilities	 toward	 building	













In	 the	 first	 version	 D3.5	 of	 the	 deliverable	 “An	 interdisciplinary	 framework	 for	 comparisons	 and	 cross-
fertilization	strategies	of	MAZI	pilots”,	in	Section	1.3	presenting	the	comparative	method	we	wrote,	“Many	of	
the	events	and	activities	 in	MAZI	are	 structured	around	 [similar]	 conversations,	more	or	 less	unsettling,	 that	





Figure	3:	The	 four	pilot	 studies	unfold	 in	a	cascading	manner.	Numerous	situations	of	cross-fertilization	and	exchange	within	MAZI	have	
been	scheduled			
In	MAZI,	we	selected	 four	cases	 (a	small	number,	 to	 refer	 to	 the	conditions	of	 the	comparative	method,	see	
D3.5)	that	unfold	in	a	cascading	manner	(see	Figure	3),	starting	at	different	stages	during	the	project	duration.	
To	continuously	reflect,	compare	and	share	experiences	across	the	pilot	projects,	there	are	scheduled	a	variety	
of	 overlappings	 either	 face-to-face	 interactions	 --taking	 place	 during	 the	 interdisciplinary	 meetings	 and	 the	
cross-fertilization	events--	or	 such	abstract	 ‘meeting	points’	by	means	of	 answering	questionnaires	and	 then	
interpreting	them	in	comparison.		














































































































































































































the	 analysis.	 In	 the	 deliverable	 D3.5	 the	 research	 team	 of	 each	 pilot	 responded	 to	 the	 initial	 ‘catalogue	 of	
questions’	 meant	 to	 provide	 a	 structure	 for	 pilots’	 comparative	 analyses	 (see	 the	 answers	 in	 Section	 3.6).	


















2. understanding	 of	 environmental	 conditions:	 concerns	 around	 Thames	 Tideway	 infrastructure	 project’s	
environmental	impact,	
3. data	as	a	resource	for	wider	use,	appropriation	by	a	range	of	communities:	data	may	be	collected	for	one	
purposes	 then	 repurposes	 for	 use	 by	 others,	 e.g.	 environmental	 data	 then	 reused	 as	 a	 resource	 for	
generating	art,	and	d)	engagement	of	local	and	schools	communities	with	Deptford	Creek.	
Then	 taking	 into	 account	 the	 expectations	 that	 the	 local	 community	 has	 from	MAZI,	 the	 answer	 from	 the	
Berlin	 pilot	 stated,	 “There	 is	 an	 overall	 curiosity	 about	 MAZI	 and	 its	 potential	 as	 an	 added	 value	 for	 the	
community.	 A	 motivating	 effect	 has	 been	 the	 deep	 interest	 of	 the	 political	 approach	 of	 the	 project	 –	
community	 ownership	 of	 technological	 development,	 community	 owned	 data,	 DIY	 technology	 and	 self-






structural	 improvement	 due	 to	 technical	 support,	 a	 specific	working	 tool	 to	 collect	 and	 spread	 information,	
make	 interactions	with	different	neighbou	rhoods	 in	the	Academy	visible,	 lighten	the	burden	of	the	figure	of	
the	 ‘networker’.”	And	 the	 following	question	on	 the	 relation	of	 community	 expectations	with	 the	 research	
team’s	expectations,	“We	are	motivated	by	the	 interest	of	the	community,	see	 it	as	 important	not	to	create	
expectations	that	we	cannot	meet	within	the	project.	The	common	political	interest	surpasses	our	expectations	





resolve	 local	 challenges,	 e.g.	 around	 evaluation,”	 and	 thus	 there	 is	 gap	 between	 the	 community’s	 and	 the	
research	team’s	expectations,	as	“does	not	completely	align	with	our	ambitions:	rather,	we	seek	to	collaborate	
on	 implementations	of	networked	 technologies	 that	will	 be	 customised,	maintained,	 and	developed	by	 local	
groups	 themselves,	with	 some	 initial	 resourcing	and	support	by	 the	MAZI	 team.	Our	goal	 is	 to	 reach	a	point	
where	collaborators	take	on	the	systems	themselves	and	independently	interact	with	other	similar	groups	(e.g.	
participants	in	other	MAZI	locations)	without	the	intervention	or	support	of	MAZI	partners.”	
These	 three	 criteria	 for	 comparison	 based	 on	 the	 “community”	 variable	 have	 the	 capability	 to	 show	 a	
dialectical	multifaceted	relationship	in	the	interpretation	of	the	pilot	projects	in	comparison.	On	the	one	hand,	
the	starting	ground	is	quite	different	in	the	two	cases,	if	considering	the	above	comments	on	expectations,	in	
spite	of	 the	 relatively	 similar	community	needs	namely	providing	 tools	 for	content	generation	and	using	 this	
knowledge	to	better	understand	the	location	and	also	to	connect	with	the	larger	scales	of	the	neighborhood,	
city	etc.	On	the	other	hand,	there	are	differences	that	each	pilot	shows	in	its	focus	on	the	community	needs,	
for	 instance,	 knowledge	 to	 be	 stored	 and	 shared	 on	 location	 at	 the	 NAk	 in	 Berlin,	 that	 may	 be	 used	 as	 a	
‘networker’	within	broader	networks,	in	contrast	with	the	collection	of	environmental	data	to	understand	the	
connecting	 neighborhood	 spine,	 Deptford	 Creek	 in	 London.	 However,	 their	 reading	 in	 comparison	 gives	 us	
hints,	 in	 this	 case	 about	 the	 characteristics	 of	 the	place,	 Berlin	 pilot	 location	 functioning	 rather	 as	 a	 “node”	
while	London	pilot	expanding	over	its	territory	more	like	a	“network”	(refer	to	Section	7.1.2	for	more	details	on	
these	metaphors).		
The	 exercise	 above	 is	 an	 illustration	 of	 how	 MAZI	 ‘meeting	 points’,	 created	 through	 the	 responses	 of	 the	



































































































































































In	 Deliverable	 3.5	 we	 provided	 a	 “state-of-the-art”	 type	 introduction	 to	 different	 forms	 of	 participation	 in	
design	that	the	different	research	partners	of	MAZI	brought	with	them	in	the	project.	
In	this	section	we	present	these	disciplinary	perspectives	of	the	research	partners	 in	MAZI	pilots,	as	they	are	








and	 reflective	 process	 that	 keeps	 within	 a	 sense	 of	 pleasure	 and	 enjoyment,	 and	 the	 toolkit	 as	 “a	 site	 for	
research	 design”.	 The	 argument	 builds	 on	 the	 composite	 nature	 of	 the	 term	 “toolkit”,	 placed	 at	 the	 border	
between	the	“tool”	--the	more	adaptable	‘soft’	element	of	the	couple	allowing	for	adaptive	use--	and	the	“kit”	-
-the	 ‘hard’	 element	 that	 has	 a	more	 clearly	 defined	 final	 outcome.	 Therefore,	 the	 authors	 suggest	 that	 the	
development	of	technology	toolkits	for	DIY	networking	is	a	topic	that	frames	the	dialogue	within	the	research	
process	 in	 the	 current	 MAZI	 project,	 and	 at	 the	 same	 time,	 may	 enable	 the	 ‘soft’	 adaptable	 and	 joyful	










Dominguez	 Cobreros	 (2017)	 set	 up	 the	 stage	 for	 an	 ambitious	 exploration	 with	 far-reaching	 consequences	




The	 paper	 is	woven	 from	 a	multitude	 of	 threads	 of	 thought.	 There	 is	 a	 historic	 perspective	 that	 places	 the	
societal	change	promoted	by	the	modern	schools	of	design	in	Germany	(i.e.,	Werkbund,	Bauhaus,	Ulm)	next	to	
current	design	practices	aiming	at	contributing	to	large-scale	societal	problems.	In	this,	the	paper	brings	to	the	
fore	 a	more	 theoretical	 thread	 about	 the	 design	 process,	 discussed	 through	 the	 dichotomy	 problem-solving	

















through	 ongoing	 political	 struggles,	 while	 the	 designer	 plays	 more	 of	 a	 role	 of	 amplifying,	 curating	 and	
designing	structures.		
4.3	Participatory	action	research	
In	 MAZI	 deliverable	 D.2.4,	 "Design,	 progress	 and	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Deptford	 Creeknet	 pilot"	 (first	 version,	
December	 2016),	Mark	 Gaved	 and	 Gareth	 Davies,	 the	 research	 team	with	 the	 Open	 University,	 propose	 to	
frame	 the	participatory	design	process	by	drawing	 from	 the	participatory	action	 research	 (PAR)	 approach	 to	
applied	 research	 in	 specific	 communities.	 “PAR	 makes	 sense	 of	 the	 world	 through	 the	 collective	 efforts	 of	
researchers	and	community	partners”	(p.12),	focusses	on	empowering	marginalized	people,	and	thus	is	aligned	
also	 with	 the	 broader	 goals	 of	 MAZI	 to	 democratize	 access	 to	 tools	 and	 enable	 sustainable	 use	 of	
infrastructure;	a	perspective	brought	by	the	authors	to	the	MAZI	interdisciplinary	team	as	well.	
This	 report	 refers	 to	 the	 first	 seven	months	 of	 research	 work	 on	 the	 Deptford	 Creeknet	 pilot,	 and	 thus	 an	
extensive	part	of	the	paper	is	dedicated	to	the	description	of	local	actors	and	their	networks,	being	individuals	
or	 collective	 community	partners,	who	either	might	be	potential	 partners	or	have	already	engaged	with	 the	
project	 	 activities.	 Spending	 extensive	 time	 to	 engage	 with	 the	 local	 community	 is	 a	 critical	 part	 of	 the	
participatory	 design	 process,	 as	 it	 is	 understood	 that,	 “we	needed	 to	 establish	 terms	of	 reference	 based	on	





research	 (the	6P’s),	which	 is	 a	 framework	 "originally	designed	 to	help	universities	plan	and	 reflect	on	public	





aims	 and	 objectives	 are	 collectively	 devised,	 5)	 processes	 including	 material	 and	 methods,	 where	 they	
elaborate	 on	 the	 PAR	 approach,	 and	 6)	 performances	 or	measured	 results,	 according	 to	 the	 aim	 to	 “move	
beyond	dissemination	and	one-way	forms	of	communication	towards	engaging	participants	as	equal	partners”	








Adoption	 Facilitation"	 (December	 2016).	 In	 this	 report	 they	 propose	 a	 first	 step	 in	 the	 development	 of	 a	
methodology	 for	participatory	design	of	 local	 applications,	 conceived	 to	be	hosted	 in	a	Community	Network	
(CN)	without	 relying	 on	 the	 existence	 of	 Internet	 connectivity.	 Half	 of	 the	 document	 is	 dedicated	 to	 rather	
theoretical	 considerations,	 and	 to	 lessons	 learned	 from	disciplines	 like	urban	planning	and	design	 that	apply	
knowledge	in	'real	life	laboratories',	while	the	other	half	of	the	narrative	reports	on	an	ongoing	case	study	of	
the	CN	 in	 the	Sarantaporo	area	 in	Greece.	 From	 the	 first	experiments	with	participatory	processes,	 it	 seems	
that	the	most	important	rule	is	that,	rules	cannot	be	easily	formalized	even	if	they	are	critical	in	structuring	the	
process;	they	need	to	be	somewhat	schematic	and	flexible	enough,	as	every	local	context	presents	variations	
and	 specificities.	 In	 a	 real	 life	 situation	 every	 problem	 is	 a	 one-shot	 operation,	 which	 needs	 to	 be	 thought	
through	and	tackled	with	care	and	patience	over	a	relatively	 long	period	of	time.	Therefore,	they	advocate	a	
‘step	 back’	 attitude	 of	 field	 researchers,	 and	 propose	 to	 focus	 on	 structuring	 opportunities	 for	 encounters,	
deliberations	 and	 information	 sharing	 for	 the	project	 research	 team,	 and	 also	 together	with	 the	 community	























Events	 are	 key	moments	 of	 cross-fertilization	where	 the	 different	 perspectives	meet	 each	 other.	During	 the	
first	 year	 of	 the	 project,	 the	 first	 such	 event	was	 the	Berlin	workshop,	 a	 great	 opportunity	 for	 the	 different	
partners	to	see	how	the	first	in	the	row	pilot	started,	the	challenges	that	appeared,	and	the	solutions	provided.	











specifically,	 the	 exposure	 to	 outsiders	 as	 a	 group,	 placing	 ourselves	 in	 spotlights	 coming	 from	 different	
perspectives,	 is	 very	 important	 for	 building	MAZI	 identity	 and	 also	 to	 better	 understanding	 each	 other	 over	
time.	
In	 the	 following,	 we	 report	 on	 the	 exchanges	 that	 took	 place	 during	 the	 INURA	 conference	 and	 the	 Berlin	
workshop,	 what	 we	 learned	 from	 them,	 how	 they	 informed	 our	 under-development	 framework	 for	
comparisons,	 and	 how	 we	 plan	 to	 use	 these	 lessons	 for	 organizing	 future	 events.	 We	 include	 also	 short	
descriptions	of	the	parts	of	the	Deptford	workshop,	unMonastery	Summit,	and	the	Venice	Biennale	workshop	
that	 included	 interactions	 between	 a	 subset	 of	MAZI	 partners	 and	 external	 actors	 and	 can	 bring	 additional	
elements	to	the	analysis.	
Detailed	 descriptions	 of	 the	 Berlin	workshop,	 especially	 those	 parts	 that	 have	 not	 been	 documented	 in	 the	
corresponding	 deliverable	 (D2.1),	 and	 of	 the	 INURA	 conference	 are	 available	 in	 the	 Appendix.	 By	 way	 of	




The	 first	 public	 event	 of	 MAZI	 was	 held	 on	 July	 15th,	 2016,	 in	 Prinzessinnengarten,	 organized	 by	 UdK	 and	
Common	 Grounds	 and	 was	 combined	 with	 the	 project’s	 second	 plenary	meeting.	 This	 brought	 together	 all	
partners	 of	 MAZI,	 therefore	 constituting	 an	 appropriate	 field	 to	 present	 the	 current	 development	 of	 the	
prototype	to	the	public,	while	testing	it	for	the	first	time	within	and	beyond	the	core	team.	
The	public	event	was	organized	by	UdK‘s	Design	Research	Lab	and	the	NAk	and	took	place	in	the	experimental	





hosted	 a	 discussion	 around	 DIY-networks	 that	 intended	 to	 go	 beyond	 the	 ecosystem	 of	 MAZI.	 The	 main	





















MAZI	 proposals:	DIY	 networking	 as	 a	means	 for	 fostering	 collaboration	 and	 exchange	 in-between	 actors	 of	
related	 fields,	 enriching	 discourse	 around	 the	 right	 to	 the	 city	 by	 introducing	 related	 issues	 in	 regards	 to	
technology,	exploring	possibilities	provided	by	DIY	tech	for	civic	participation	processes	
Community	 suggestions/ideas:	Further	develop	modi	of	 interaction	 for	 visitors/users	of	 the	archive	 (outside	
NAk	actors),	Work	on	usability	(especially	captive	portal)		
Challenges	 identified:	 usability	 (see	 above),	 prototype	 can	only	be	 successful	 if	 cared	 for	by	 the	 community	
partners	and	actors	of	their	respective	networks	within	the	MAZI	pilot	
MAZI	zones	tried	out:	Custom	build	NAk/MAZI	archive	&	recorder	
Overall	 feedback:	 The	overall	 feedback	 to	 the	 event	 showed	 that	 the	pilot	 team	 succeeded	 in	 gaining	basic	
trust	by	 the	wider	 community.	A	 sense	of	 shared	values	was	established	and	clear	 interest	 in	 the	project	by	
“outsiders”	was	stated.		
5.2	The	INURA	conference		
INURA	 plays	 a	 key	 role	 in	 MAZI,	 since	 the	 Zurich	 Kraftwerk1	 pilot	 is	 run	 by	 Philipp	 Klaus	 (INURA	 Zurich	
Institute),	who	 is	 the	 network's	 committed	 secretary	 since	 1998,	 and	 Panayotis	 Antoniadis	&	 Ileana	Apostol	

















In	 addition	 to	 the	 regular	 conference	 activities,	 in	 the	 city	 part	 and	 in	 the	 retreat	 MAZI	 organized	 several	
sessions.	More	specifically,	a	half-day	workshop	 in	Bucharest,	 September	2,	2016,	before	 the	official	 start	of	




Profile	 of	 outsiders:	 A	 well-established	 network	 of	 researchers	 and	 activists	 at	 their	 yearly	 conference	
gathering	every	year	around	100	people	from	all	over	the	world	









Overall	 feedback:	 Many	 people	 liked	 the	 proposed	 tools	 being	 all	 aware	 of	 the	 risks	 of	 using	 corporate	
platforms	like	google,	but	not	having	the	technical	expertise	to	discover	alternatives.	The	most	popular	use	of	
the	MAZI	zone	was	for	sharing	photos,	but	etherpad	was	also	widely	used	(even	 if	mainly	 its	online	version).	
















day’s	 activities.	 First,	 by	 taking	 part	 in	 a	 ‘low	 tide	walk’	 organised	 by	 local	 environmental	 charity	 Creekside	
Discovery	Centre,	wading	along	the	bed	of	the	Creek	to	understand	the	environment	and	how	it	has	changed	
over	time.	Then	a	walk	to	the	artists’		collective	floating	printworks	and	arts	venue,	the	Minesweeper,	for	lunch	





















However,	 there	 is	a	 sad	postscript	 to	 this	promising	collaboration	with	 this	arts	organisation:	 	at	 the	 time	of	
writing	of	this	deliverable	(January	2017)	the	Minesweeper	has	been	destroyed	after	a		fire	on	board	leading	to	
a	 “massive	explosion.”8	A	 crowdfunding	 campaign9	has	been	 started	but	 the	 future	of	 the	group’s	 activities,	




with	 Co-Hab	 Athens	 organized	 a	 4-day	 workshop	 titled	 “Co-housing	 practices:	 Inventing	 Prototypes	 for	






































Paul	 Clayton	 from	 SPC	 participated	 at	 unMonastery’s	 unSummit	 at	 Kokkinopilos,	 and	 blogged	 about	 his	
experience:	 http://wrd.spc.org/326/,	 including	 the	 first	 experiences	 with	 the	 MAZI	 toolkit	 that	 was	 just	
















In	 this	 section	 we	 elaborate	 on	 synergies	 and	 tensions	 that	 have	 been	 identified	 throughout	 the	 different	
dimensions	of	the	project	between	researchers	and	community	activists.	Although	some	of	these	tensions	may	




(and	 also	 undesirable)	 to	 resolve	 and	 to	 fully	 align	 with	 each	 other.	 They	 are,	 as	 Ramia	Mazé	 describes	 it,	






non-ICT	 community.	 The	 pilots	 hereby	 serve	 a	 dual	 purpose,	 namely	 a)	 the	 support,	 amplification	 and	




but	 also	 as	 a	 driving	 force	 for	 creativity	 and	 innovation,	 as	 the	 constant	 negotiation	 of	what	 is	 superfluous,	
necessary,	 desirable	 or	 elemental	 opens	 up	 perspectives	we	 deem	 valuable	 for	 our	 processes.	Whereas	 the	
local	 communities	 are	 primarily	 interested	 in	 the	 appropriation	 of	 technology	 for	 their	 respective	 goals	 and	
processes,	 the	 partnering	 institution	 is,	 in	 addition	 to	 sharing	 this	 goal,	 interested	 in	 making	 use	 of	 this	
contextual	environment	to	bring	about	something	new	or	at	least	relevant	in	the	context	of	the	ICT,	design	or	
community	informatics	community.		
This	 somewhat	 abstract	 description	 becomes	more	 graspable	when	 illustrated	 through	 the	 concrete	 case	 in	
MAZI	pilot	setting	in	Berlin.	As	the	work	of	social	movements	often	is	done	by	individuals	in	their	spare	time	(or	
with	rather	 little	funding),	the	community	partner	Common	Grounds	 is	very	sensitive	to	the	 issue	of	creating	
additional	work	for	the	stakeholder	communities	and	individuals,	and	instead	wants	to	integrate	technological	
developments	so	to	make	them	part	of	the	daily	work,	and	to	design	them	to	help	and	to	amplify	the	processes	
that	 are	 already	 running.	 While	 this	 concern	 is	 fully	 displayed	 in	 the	 setup	 of	 the	 MAZI	 pilots,	 its	
implementation	 is	not	always	 trivial,	as	useful	developments	often	come	about	 through	detours	 that	 initially	
produce	the	requirement	of	attention,	in	order	to	fully	serve	the	community‘s	purpose	afterwards.		
Paid	research	versus	voluntary	work,	or:	The	difference	in	currencies	
Throughout	 the	various	discussions	 that	 took	place	over	 the	course	of	one	year,	another	recurring	topic	was	
the	 asymmetric	 relationship	 to	 different	 forms	 of	 dissemination	 within	 the	 pilot	 teams,	 and	 within	 the	
consortium	 as	 a	 whole	 (but	 primarily	 visible	 in	 comparison	 of	 research	 institutions	 with	 local	 [activist]	
communities).		
While	 it	 seems	obvious	 that	dissemination	happens	 in	all	 conceivable	circles,	and	with	 it	 the	generation	and	
accumulation	 of	 “capital”	 of	 any	 kind,	 what	 seems	 profoundly	 different	 is	 the	 “currency”,	 with	 which	 the	




the	 socio-political	 environment	 in	 which	 it	 is	 embedded	 in	 the	 city	 of	 Berlin	 and	 beyond.	 Hence,	 the	











value	of	 technology	for	the	relevant	 initiatives.	Following	this	phase	we	encountered	a	high	 level	of	curiosity	
about	MAZI,	and	 its	potential	as	an	added	value	for	the	community.	A	clearly	motivating	effect	has	been	the	
deep	 interest	 in	 the	political	approach	of	 the	project	–	community	ownership	of	 technological	development,	
community	owned	data,	DIY	technology	and	self-organization.	These	aspects	have	quickly	been	 linked	to	the	
political	 visions	 of	many	 of	 the	 initiatives	when	 speaking	 of	 community	 owned	 housing,	 self-sufficiency	 and	





role.	 We	 make	 this	 explicit	 and	 transparent	 in	 our	 work	 with	 communities.	 Nevertheless,	 the	 community	
initiatives	and	other	actors	invited	into	this	process	are	collaborative	thinkers	and	are	vital	in	the	forming	of	the	
project	and	its	results.	However,	all	initiatives	are	bound	to	the	limitation	of	time,	lack	of	economic	resources,	
limitations	 of	 voluntary	 commitment	 and	 the	 significant	 political	 pressure	 that	 underlines	 their	 day-to-day	
work.	 These	 constraints	will	 always	 be	 the	boundaries	 of	 the	 implementation	of	MAZI	within	 the	 initiatives.	
Taking	 this	 aspect	 into	 account	 in	 every	 step	 of	 the	 way	 will	 be	 vital	 for	 the	 sustainability	 of	 MAZI	
implementation.		
Creating	expectations	versus	creating	openness:	Managing	anticipation	
The	 term	 “toolkit”	 designates	 a	 decisive	 openness,	 something	 that	 can,	will,	 and	must	 be	 appropriated	 and	
actualized	 through	actual	 use	 in	order	 to	become	a	 tool.	 It	 is	 a	means	 to	 an	end,	whereas	 the	end	 remains	






into	 the	 design	 of	 the	 prototype,	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 fulfil	 the	 preferences	 of	 each	 and	 every	 participant	 in	






processes	 instead	 of	 creating	 new	 ones,	 hence	 to	 anticipate	 any	 developments	 as	 added	 values,	 not	 as	
additional	fields	for	work.	A	risk	we	identified	at	the	beginning	of	the	project	is	surpassing	actual	needs	of	NAk	
as	well	as	of	the	wider	community	in	search	of	possible	uses	of	the	DIY-network.	Seeing	that	resources	within	
community	 initiatives	 are	 most	 often	 strained	 in	 form	 of	 time	 and	 financial	 budgets,	 it	 is	 vital	 to	 create	
situations	 where	 the	 MAZI	 activity	 is	 an	 added	 value	 and	 not	 an	 added	 burden.	 We	 are	 meeting	 this	 risk	
through	 the	 intense	 pre-surveying	 of	 needs	 through	 the	 community	 workshops	 as	 well	 as	 by	 developing	 a	
MAZI-prototype	 for	 the	 NAk	 that	 has	 the	 potential	 of	 being	 adopted,	 appropriated	 and	multiplied	 by	 other	






and	 the	 local	 communities	 affected	 by	 the	 project.	 This	 tension	 became	 apparent	 in	 a	 discussion	 about	





















some	 compromises	 like,	 for	 example,	 concerning	 the	 visuals	 to	 be	 published	 on	 the	website,	we	 choose	 to	
exclude	photos	that	show	clearly	 identifiable	 faces,	and	to	post	only	those	that	 include	people	we	know	and	
thus	 can	 ask	 their	 permissions	 after	 the	 event.	Where	 the	 pilot	 projects	 engage	with	 their	 local	 people	 and	
where	 there	 is	 general	 collaboration	 of	 effort	 then	 it	 is	 easier	 to	 gather	 mutual	 consent	 to	 encourage	
contributors	to	make	their	materials	public	by	default	however	restricted	the	access	may	be.	Consequently,	we	













The	 previous	 sections	 provide	 a	 rich	 set	 of	 comparisons	 between	pilots,	 community	 actors,	 and	 researchers	









the	 “back	 and	 forth”	 around	 the	MAZI	 toolkit	 as	 the	 boundary	 object.	 They	 also	 open	 a	 new	possibility	 not	
considered	before	--the	potential	of	imagining	different	research	partners	interacting	with	different	community	
actors--	 some	sort	of	 “kaleidoscope”	phase	 that	allows	different	combinations	of	 research	and	action,	which	
although	there	are	no	resources	to	implement	in	practice	could	be	helpful	as	conceptual	explorations.	
In	order	to	extend	the	interdisciplinary	MAZI	framework	we	propose	in	this	second	version	of	the	deliverable	to	
create	 relational	 representations	 of	 the	 interdisciplinary	 activity	 in	 the	 project.	 For	 that,	we	make	 analogies	
with	spatial	representations,	such	as	the	notion	of	‘frame’	in	anthropology	(e.g.,	Sclavi	2006)	and	the	concept	




2.2),	 addressed	 to	 describe	 in	 detail	 the	 pilot	 processes	 for	 comparative	 analyses;	 at	 this	 later	 stage,	 these	



















Figure	 11:	 Each	 group	 (e.g.	 pilots,	 researchers,	 activists)	 in	 and	 for	 itself	 is	 far	 from	 homogeneous	 and	 free	 of	 tension	 but	 rather	 an	
assemblage	of	difference,	which	is	subject	to	constant	negotiation.	The	MAZI	toolkit	provides	structure	and	vocabulary	for	this	discourse.			
Figure	11	depicts	the	three	axes	of	the	ongoing	project	“negotiations”,	concerning	three	working	relationships	
namely	a)	 layers	of	negotiation	between	project	 researchers,	b)	 layers	of	negotiation	between	pilot	projects,	
and	c)	synergies	and	tensions	between	research	and	action.		
Including	these	layers	of	negotiation	in	the	analyses	and	producing	self-reflective	surveys	to	document	them	as	





around	 the	 “frames”	 (refer	 to	 e.g.,	 Sclavi	 2006,	 Forester	 2013)	 within	 which	 each	 member	 of	 the	 group	
operates.	There	is	an	institutional	frame	that	constraints	the	action	of	researchers,	in	addition	to	the	personal	
frame	that	we	all	carry	around	in	our	professional	dealings	and	practice.	The	latter	are	to	be	explored	by	means	
of	 self-reflective	 answers	 to	 questionnaires,	 in	 future	 work.	 But	 the	 institutional	 frame	 is	 developed	 in	 the	
following	 three	 subsections.	 By	 researchers’	 institutional	 frame	 we	 imply	 here	 the	 net	 of	 influences	 that	
formal	 institutions	 have	 on	 their	 research	 activity,	 together	 with	 the	 means	 of	 enforcement.	 These	 formal	
institutions	 include	 professional	 affiliations,	 the	 degree	 of	 commitment	 to	 the	 project,	 the	 time	 budget	
allocated	 to	 the	 project	 tasks,	 the	 disciplinary	 frame,	 of	 course,	 and	 others	 of	 this	 sort.	 The	 means	 of	
enforcement	of	these	institutions	vary	in	scale	from	the	personal	to	the	project	level,	which	covers	a	spectrum	
of	constraints	from	the	EU	project	frame	to	the	local,	pilot	project,	frame.		
In	 terms	 of	 institutional	 affiliations,	 the	 researchers	 in	 this	 project	 work	 with	 universities	 in	 four	 different	
contexts	 namely	University	 of	 Thessaly	 in	Volos,	 Berlin	University	 of	 the	Arts,	 the	Open	University	 in	Milton	
Keynes	and	 the	Napier	University	 in	 Edinburgh,	 as	well	 as	with	a	non-profit	organization	NetHood	 in	 Zurich.	
Aside	from	the	fact	that	the	researchers	are	each	of	them	at	different	moments	along	their	professional	career	
path,	also	the	project	activity	is	carried	out	on	various	work	commitments.	There	are	researchers	working	full-
time	 on	MAZI,	 and	 others	 working	 on	 a	 part-time	 basis;	 and	 there	 are	 academics	 who	 are	 supporting	 the	
research	work,	but	the	time	they	allocate	for	the	project	is	included	in	their	activity	at	the	academic	institution.		












Furthermore,	 the	disciplinary	 frame	varies	 as	well,	 across	 computer	 engineering	 in	Volos,	 design	 research	 in	
Berlin,	computer	interaction	and	social	sciences	in	Milton	Keynes,	human	interaction	design	in	Edinburgh,	and	
















The	Neighbourhood	 Academy	 (NAk)	 is,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 an	 extrovert	 and	 active	 group,	 linked	with	many	
different	 activities,	 busy	 receiving	 guests	 and	 answering	 interviews;	 on	 the	 other,	 it	 displays	 a	multitude	 of	
preferences	 that	may	often	prove	difficult	 to	 integrate	within	collective	decisions	due	to	conflicting	 interests	
(e.g.,	 the	 “garden”	 versus	 the	 “academy”).	Moreover,	we	may	 say	 that	 they	 are	 already	 “converted”	 to	DIY	
networking,	as	they	follow	similar	practices	in	different	domains	as	well	(e.g.,	from	agriculture	to	DIY	chairs	in	
the	garden),	but	 it	 is	very	 likely	that	they	would	request	a	certain	“quality”	 level,	since	many	digitally	 literate	
people	visit	or	are	active	in	the	garden.	All	in	all,	this	is	a	very	demanding	“production	environment”.	
SPC’s	James	Stevens	is	a	pioneer	in	DIY	networking,	and	also	a	professional	in	the	technology	sector.	Both	his	
passion	and	work	evolve	around	 the	core	 technology	of	MAZI,	 and	 the	 fact	 that	he	has	 so	much	experience	








is	 a	 reference	 point	 (spatial,	 social	 and	 temporal)	 for	 cooperative	 housing	 projects,	 and	 a	 precedent	 to	 be	
referred	 to	as	a	 success	 story	of	an	alternative	practice	 to	urban	development;	 it	 created	a	milestone	 in	 the	
course	 of	 housing	 design	 practices.	 Although	 Philipp	 Klaus	 (INURA	 Zurich	 Institute)	 is	 a	 “member”	 of	 the	
Kraftwerk1,	 --the	 core	 element	 of	 Zurich’s	 pilot--	 he	 has	 not	 power	 of	 decision.	 Interestingly,	 he	 has	 been	
working	inside	the	cooperative	since	the	beginning	(2001)	but	became	also	a	resident	four	and	a	half	years	ago,	
placing	 in	 two	 distinct	 roles	 inside	 the	 cooperative,	 both	 worker	 and	 resident.	 Philipp	 has	 been	 for	 almost	
twenty	years	INURA’s	secretary,	and	INURA	is	a	big	part	of	his	identity	trying	to	balance	academia,	as	a	lecturer	
of	geography	at	ETH/UZH,	and	action,	in	the	cooperative	movement	and	various	initiatives	in	the	city.	He	gives	
interviews	 to	 national	 newspapers	 on	 developments	 in	 the	 city	 around	 urban	 issues	 and	 is	 one	 of	 the	
“alternative”	mainstream	voices	in	Zurich.		
The	unMonastery	group	is	very	diverse	itself	and	still	fluid	in	its	membership;	many	differences	in	background	
















The	 research-action	 relationship	 and	 its	 associated	 tensions	 have	 been	 the	 subject	 of	 theory	 building	 in	
planning	 for	 decades	 (e.g.,	 Friedmann	 1987,	 Forester	 1999	 etc),	 and	 have	 captured	 as	 well	 precious	
deliberation	time	during	interdisciplinary	conferences,	including	the	INURA	conferences.		
Planning	 theorist	 John	 Forester,	 for	 instance,	 has	 explored	 the	 nuances	 of	 applying	 theory	 in	 practice	 in	
complex	planning	processes,	and	draws	on	practical	wisdom	in	order	to	build	theory.	In	early	writings	Forester	
(1997)	 suggests	 to	 move	 beyond	 dialogue	 and	 use	 deliberative	 rituals	 toward	 transformative	 learning.	 In	 a	
more	 recent	 article	 he	 proposes	 to	 adopt	 an	 attitude	 of	 “critical	 pragmatism”	 developed	 through	 various	
practical	experiences;	 in	particular	we	note	here,	 the	argument	of	Frank	Blechman	of	Maryland,	who	started	
his	 career	 as	 an	 advisor	 to	 a	 candidate	 for	 office,	 who	 observed	 that	 long	 lasting	 and	 the	 most	 damaging	
conflicts	 are	 rooted	 in	 non-negotiable	 issues	 like	 deeply	 held	 values,	 so	 they	 would	 not	 be	 resolved	 by	
negotiation.	 Therefore,	 Forester	 argues,	 “Blechman	 shows	 us	 that	 a	 critical	 pragmatist	 orientation	might	 be	
both	 process	 and	 outcome	 oriented:	 both	 respectful	 of	 parties’	 initial	 “frames”	 and	 also	 respectful	 of	 the	
parties’	capacities	to	learn	from,	and	about,	each	other,	so	that	they	can	work	to	invent	creative	new	options	
for	 action,	work	 to	 produce	 pragmatic	 outcomes	 serving	 their	 values	 and	 interests,	 as	well”	 (Forester	 2013,	
p.14).	
Regarding	 the	 tensions	 and	 required	negotiation	between	 research	and	action,	 as	documented	 in	 Section	6,	
Marianella	 Sclavi	 (2006)	proposes	a	 spiral	 flow	of	a)	 active	 listening,	b)	emotional	 self-awareness,	which	 is	 a	
dialogue	 between	 emotions	 and	 the	 way	we	 deal	 with	 them,	 and	 c)	 creative	 conflict	management	 or,	 also	
called,	 alternative	 dispute	 transformation.	 Building	 awareness	 and	 skills	 into	 the	 elements	 of	 this	 triad	 is	









being	 right,	 intelligent	or	by	at	 least	assuming	 that	what	 the	other	says	 is	making	sense.	On	the	other	hand,	
there	 is	 a	 ‘thick’	 version	 through	 exotopy	 or	 extra-locality,	 requiring	 a	 displacement	 of	 yourself	 from	 the	
assumed	set	of	alternatives,	from	your	“frame”,	in	order	to	be	able	to	displace	the	interlocutor	from	his	own	
frame.	 This	 last	 version	 implies	 reciprocal	 recognition	 and	 respect,	 and	 a	 gentle	 elaboration	 of	 the	 trauma	
involved,	 as	 there	 is	 always	 some	 degree	 of	 trauma	 related	 to	 conflicts.	 There	 is	 again	 an	 art	 required,	
nevertheless,	mostly	when	there	are	disagreements,	that	the	partners	engaged	in	deliberations	shall	develop	in	





















the	 individual	 pilots,	 which	 all	 work	 with	 a	 specific	 “disciplinary”	 perspective	 on	 participatory	 design	 to	 be	
applied	 in	 very	 different	 environments.	 Thus,	 the	 proposed	 strategy	 is	 to	 place	 MAZI	 toolkit	 as	 a	 “local”	
boundary	object	between	these	actors	in	every	pilot,	and	assign	as	first	task	of	working	together	on	proposing	
a	speculative	description	of	the	toolkit,	including	the	form	that	this	description	should	take	to	serve	better	as	a	


































We	 should	 also	 trigger	 reflection	 at	 later	 stages,	 when	 things	 have	 settled	 and	 surface	 the	most	 important	
moments	and	lessons	learned.	For	this,	the	next	self-reflection	deliverable	D3.11	will	include	also	the	results	of	
























We	 have	 analyzed	 the	 content	 produced	 during	 the	 first	 year	 of	 the	 project	 in	 accordance	 to	 the	 original	
interdisciplinary	 framework	 introduced	 in	 Deliverables	 3.1	 and	 3.5.	 Out	 of	 this	 analysis,	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	
similarities	and	differences	emerged	which	motivated	us	to	enhance	our	framework	toward	two	directions:	one	
towards	opening	up	and	inspiration,	by	deconstructing	the	pilot	entities	and	comparing	them	more	thoroughly,	
and	 another	one	 toward	negotiation	 and	 convergence,	 by	placing	 the	 toolkit	 as	 a	 boundary	object	 between	
different	subsets	of	the	project’s	actors.	
Based	 on	 these	 enhancements,	 we	 identified	 a	 set	 of	 “self-reflection”	 exercises	 that	 will	 help	 us	 better	
understand	the	different	perspectives	of	the	project	partners,	as	well	as	to	innovate	in	the	ways	we	collaborate	











is	 that	 it	 is	 highly	 context-specific	 (Hadorn	 et	 al,	 2008;	 Frodeman	 et	 al,	 2010),	 and	 thus	 the	 corresponding	
frameworks	need	 to	be	 flexible,	 in	order	 to	accommodate	 the	evolution	of	 the	 shared	understanding	of	 the	
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In	 this	 Appendix,	 we	 include	 additional	 descriptions	 to	 what	 is	 included	 in	 D2.1,	 which	 can	 shed	 some	








































































○ Consortium	members	went	 from	being	abstract	names	 to	 “real”	people;	 relationships	 to	 actors	
within	the	Berlin	community	were	established.	
○ The	 audience‘s	 need	 to	 receive	 information/knowledge	 about	 technological	 aspects	 was	 not	
catered	 appropriately.	 This	 happened	 predominantly	 out	 of	 a	 biased	 view	 on	 visitors,	 as	 “not	
























the	archive.	Some	minor	 issues	 (e.g.	upside-down	display	of	 images)	were	detected	and	will	be	
worked	 on	 as	 a	 next	 step.	 The	 access	 to	 the	 archive-application	 through	 the	Wi-Fi	 was	 rather	
troublesome	for	some	inexperienced	users	and	will	present	us	with	one	of	the	biggest	challenges	
for	the	future.	We	tested	the	tool	on	many	different	levels:	The	interview	situation,	the	editing	of	























1. to	 introduce	 	 participants	 to	 the	 historic,	 socioeconomic,	 political,	 and	 planning	 situation	 of	 the	 city,	
including	visits	and	discussions	with	local	grassroots	initiatives,	and	their	struggles.	
2. to	promote	the	organisers’	own	local	agenda,	get	exposure	through	the	reputation	of	INURA	organizing	for	





as	 to	 inform	 each	 other	 about	 the	 situation	 in	 their	 own	 cities,	 allowing	 for	 mutual	 learning,	 interesting	
comparisons	and	a	more	holistic	understanding	of	urban	issues	and	developments	around	the	world.	



















is	 not	 very	 conscious	 about	 the	 similarities	 and	 possible	 synergies	 between	 these	 two	 domains	 of	 struggle,	
makes	the	story	of	MAZI	a	useful	addition	to	the	INURA	research	and	action	agenda.	
















role	 in	 the	extension	of	 the	concept	of	 the	right	 to	the	city	 to	the	"right	 to	the	hybrid	city".	The	 idea	was	to	
introduce	DIY	networking	technology	as	a	very	powerful	tool	for	urban	activism.	
But	 it	 also	 brought	with	 it	 an	 extended	 group	 of	 non-academic	 activists,	 both	 regular	 INURA	members	 and	









Before	 the	 official	 start	 of	 the	 INURA	 conference	 city	 part,	MAZI	 organized	 a	workshop	 to	 introduce	 to	 the	







































but	 after	 Panayotis	 had	 increased	 their	 expectations	 people	 seemed	 a	 little	 underwhelmed,	 always	 with	 a	
playful	attitude	and	 the	always	critical	but	 trustful	 INURA's	way	of	being	 together.	A	 technical	person	 in	 the	
























• The	 difficulties	 of	 knowledge	 transfer	 (e.g.,	 for	 the	 Kraftwerk1	 case	 study)	 between	 different	 social,	
cultural,	and	political	environments,	a	topic	that	is	raised	repeatedly	in	INURA	conferences,	and	common	
comparative	 projects	 of	 INURA	 members	 such	 as	 the	 New	 Metropolitan	 Mainstream	 project	
(http://www.inura.org/v2/index.php/activities/nmm-project/),		
• How	the	knowledge	brought	by	outsiders,	 like	the	unmonastery	group,	can	stay	 in	the	community	when	
the	activists	leave.	




part	of	 the	workshop,	and	 listen	 to	what	our	guest	activists	had	 to	say	about	 the	 last	question,	we	 took	 the	
opportunity	 to	 explain	 a	 little	more	 the	different	 prototypes	 that	we	brought	with	 us,	 now	displayed	 in	 the	





The	 second	part	 of	 the	workshop	was	devoted	 to	presentation	of	 our	distinguished	guests,	 activists	 all	 over	
Europe,	 all	 with	 a	 different	 approach	 and	with	 different	 potential	 needs	 that	 technology	 and	 especially	 the	







belgrade",	 https://euroalter.com/2014/open-letter-to-the-people-of-belgrade,	 that	 has	 been	 shared	 widely	










has	managed	 repeatedly	 to	bring	 tens	of	 thousands	of	people	 in	 the	 street	 to	 take	part	 in	organized	playful	
urban	actions,	and	coordinate	the	citizens	of	Belgrade	in	demanding	transparency,	legality,	and	participation	in	
such	 important	 decisions	 that	 will	 affect	 severely	 the	 future	 of	 the	 city.	
https://www.theguardian.com/cities/2015/dec/10/belgrade-waterfront-gulf-petrodollars-exclusive-waterside-
development.	 In	 their	 talk,	 Iva	&	 Ksenja	 	 gave	 an	 update	 on	 the	 recent	 developments	 since	 the	 last	 INURA	
conference	 in	 Athens	 2015	 and	 showed	 us	 a	 short	 video	 of	 the	 latest	 demonstration	 with	 over	 20’000	








the	 workshop	 participants	 to	 one	 of	 the	 MAZI	 zones	 with	 a	 more	 playful	 one	 that	 announced	 a	
"ministry_of_space_free_Internet",	 SSID,	 promising	 free	 access	 to	 the	 Internet	 but	 in	 reality	 directed	 the	




informal	and	formal	 forms	of	activism.	 In	his	 talk	he	focused	on	the	 informal	urban	struggles	 for	transparent	
and	democratic	processes	he	was	involved	in	in	the	city	of	Zagreb,	and	elsewhere	in	Croatia,	which	were	similar	
in	 spirit,	 both	 playful	 and	 effective,	 with	 those	 led	 by	 the	Ministry	 of	 Space.	 For	 example,	 peaceful	 sitting	
blockades	 to	 prevent	 demolitions,	 symbolic	 urban	 interventions,	 coordinating	 hundreds	 of	 people	 to	
continuously	walk	through	a	pedestrian	passage	to	block	officials	to	reach	a	venue	where	predefined	decisions	
would	be	 taken	against	 the	will	of	 the	citizens.	Tomislav	 focused	more	on	 technology	and	explained	 in	what	
ways	he	would	imagine	that	MAZI	could	support	this	type	of	urban	activism.		
It	 was	 interesting	 to	 learn	 that	 one	 of	 the	 most	 pressing	 needs	 for	 such	 action	 is	 private	 communication	
between	activists	for	coordination	purposes,	but	also	informing	the	public	about	“what	is	going	on?”,	and	“how	
can	they	help?”.	For	the	first	need,	the	MAZI	toolkit	can	not	really	help,	at	least	not	at	this	stage,	since	secure	
wireless	 communications	 are	 not	 easy	 to	 guarantee	 and	 coordination	 often	 requires	 long-distance	
communication	for	which	a	MAZI	zone	might	not	be	the	best	option.	But	 for	the	 latter,	as	 in	the	case	of	 the	




and	working	 together,	 but	 also	eating	 together	 as	he	 stressed.	He	explained	 the	 realistic	 utopia	 that	NeNa1	
wants	 to	 build	 inspired	 by	 previous	 “young”	 cooperative	 housing	 projects	 like	 Kraftwerk1,	 Kalkbreite,	 and	
more,	 and	 how	 it	 advances	 toward	 its	 realization	 step	 by	 step,	 through	 its	 monthly	 gatherings	 (see	 also	


















This	 will	 be	 a	 challenge	 in	 the	 knowledge	 transfer	 between	 the	 cooperative	 housing	 projects	 in	 Zurich	 and	
Athens,	 and	 Contantina	 invited	 everyone	 to	 join	 at	 the	 Greek	 Pavillion	 of	 the	 Venice	 Architecture	 Biennale	





the	periphery	of	 the	city,	 called	Wunderkammer.	The	name	refers	 to	 the	“cabinet	of	curiosities”	of	 the	15th	
century,	 and	 the	 project	 aims	 to	 bring	 together	 forward-looking	 science	 and	 arts,	 interacting	 and	
complementing	with	 each	 other,	 from	 compost	 toilets	with	 solid	waste	 transformed	 to	 coal	 at	 the	 pyrolyse	
station,	to	light	installations	and	art	sculptures,	and	why	not,	MAZI	zones,	with	antennas	mounted	on	the	trees.	




how	 MAZI	 could	 help	 her	 innovative	 project	 are	 credible	 and	 MAZI	 will	 surely	 have	 a	 presence	 in	 the	
Wunderkammer	in	the	coming	months.	
The	perspective	of	alternative	media	was	represented	in	the	MAZI	workshop	by	Gintarė	Matulaitytė,	an	editor	









of	 views,	 which	 will	 have	 an	 expected	 positive	 effect	 against	 the	 homogenization	 of	 information	 and	
communication	that	societies	face	today.	




to	 important	developments,	 such	as	 the	“war	on	cash”.	 In	 this	 sense,	Brett	 is	not	 the	 type	of	activist	whose	
work	 can	 be	 supported	 by	 a	 technology	 like	 the	 MAZI	 toolkit,	 but	 he	 can	 contribute	 in	 making	 such	
technologies	better	understood	by	the	wider	public,	as	he	did	 in	 the	past	 for	 the	case	of	 finance,	alternative	
currencies,	and	blockchain	technologies.		





















governance	 with	 Giovanni	 Allegretti,	 Irina	 Zamfirescu,	 Louanne	 Tranchell,	 Marco	 Clausen,	 Oana	 Preda,	 Richard	 Wolff,	 Sorin	 Cucerai,	
Tomislav	Tomasevic,	and	moderated	by	Ileana	Apostol	(NetHood)		
After	 a	 very	 intense	 city	 conference,	 including	a	 very	 success	public	panel	on	 “Cooperation	 for	better	urban	
policies”	 moderated	 by	 Ileana	 Apostol	 (see	 Figure	 5),	 the	 INURA	 group	 arrived	 at	 Sibiel	 for	 the	 so-called	





















to	 say	 a	 few	 words	 about	 their	 motivation	 and	 role	 to	 be	 part	 of	 the	 project.	 A	 short	 discussion	 on	 the	
difficulties	to	combine	research	and	action	 in	the	context	of	a	EU	funded	project,	but	also	the	 importance	to	
take	the	challenge	followed.	
Marco	mentioned	 that	 in	 such	projects	 sometimes	academics	 “appropriate”	 the	work	of	 the	activists,	which	





cooperatives.	 The	 INURA	 coop	 initiative	 enhances	 knowledge	 transfer	 on	 all	 levels	 of	 organisation	 and	
realisation	of	cooperative	building,	construction	and	social	 life	as	to	stabilise	structure	 in	volatile	or	rundown	
real	estate	markets.		
During	 the	conference	 I	was	carrying	 the	 "friendly"	version	with	me,	and	many	people	were	connecting	and	




















retreat	 programme	was	 very	 successful.	 It	 turned	 out	 to	 be	 a	 powerful	 tool	 in	 supporting	 substantially	 the	












workshop.	 It	 was	 not	 a	 surprise	 that	 after	 a	 30min	 tutorial	 on	 DIY	 networking	 by	 Panayotis,	 James,	 and	
Andreas,	 including	 demos	 of	 the	 different	 MAZI	 zones,	 the	 hybrid	 letterbox,	 and	 a	 mini	 radio	 transmitter	
brought	 by	 James	 as	 a	 possible	 addition	 to	 a	 MAZI	 Zone,	 the	 discussion	 evolved	 around	 the	 key	 question	
“Why?”.	Who	would	be	interested	to	use	a	local	DIY	network	and	to	serve	which	need?	Why	is	this	difficult	and	
what	can	we	do?	
Some	of	 the	 old	 timers	 like	 Louanne,	 a	 80-year	 old	 community	 activist	 and	 urban	 planner,	 had	 a	 hard	 time	
understanding	the	reasons	for	adding	yet	another	“gadget”	like	a	Raspberry	Pi	in	their	daily	lives.	Others	were	
enthusiastic	 about	 the	 opportunities	 that	 this	 technology	 might	 bring	 to	 their	 own	 contexts	 and	 started	
proposing	new	ideas	of	how	it	could	be	used,	raising	important	challenges	and	strategies	that	could	help	us	to	
achieve	our	objectives.	We	summarize	them	below,	trying	to	preserve	the	 language	used.	Note	that	many	of	





















- Leave	a	message	 in	 the	garden,	 to	be	collected	 later	 (would	allow	 less	 intrusive	communication	and	 the	
pressure	to	“reply”	created	by	various	online	platforms)	
- Push	 notifications	 through	 beacons,	 e.g.,	 about	 contested	 spaces	 providing	 awareness,	 a	 gateway	 to	
important	 issues	(as	the	example	of	Ministry	of	Space	discussed	in	the	workshop),	but	also	for	 informing	
about	 interesting	 places	 close	 by,	 check-in/check-out	 to	 know	 “who	 is	 around”	 in	 co-living	 groups	
(concerns	raised	for	the	“pushing”	dimensions	for	various	many	reasons,	see	below)	
- Public	transport:	trains,	buses	(Deutsche	Bahn	introduced	recently	a	“matching”	service	in	its	trains)	
- Security,	 privacy,	 against	 censorship,	 surveillance,	 etc.	 How	 useful	 could	 this	 technology	 really	 be	 for	








up),	 it	 is	 attractive	 even	with	 its	 problems	 because	 it	was	 collaboratively	 produced.	 It	 is	 the	 same	with	
some	 chairs	 in	 the	 garden	 that	 are	 not	 comfortable,	 but	 people	 like	 them	 because	 they	 build	 them	
themselves.	
Challenges	
- Alienation:	there	was	a	 long	discussion	about	the	concept	of	 listening	to	audio	in	a	public	space,	 like	the	





the	 bad	 patterns	 of	 use	will	 reappear?	 This	 is	 a	 real	 danger,	 but	 there	 are	 a	 few	 characteristics	 of	 DIY	






similar	 intrusive	 application	 is	 that	 DIY	 networking	 but	most	 importantly	 allows	 local	 ownership	 of	 the	
corresponding	data.	So,	even	if	everyone	in	the	room	would	be	against	such	intrusive	uses	of	this	feature,	

























that	 is	always	 raised	 in	 INURA	conferences	 from	different	angles.	We	had	already	a	similar	discussion	during	













Anna	added	that	 this	 is	 right	and	they	are	now	experimenting	with	demanding	explicitly	 from	researchers	 to	
give	something	to	us,	practical	ways	to	get	something	back	from	the	executed	research.	
Thomas	Raoseta	stressed	that	there	are	times	when	a	person	is	an	activist,	and	there	are	times	when	the	same	
person	 is	a	researcher.	For	such	people	time	is	crucial.	Thomas	 is	 looking	for	situations	 in	which	things	come	
together	and	works	only	on	projects	that	are	aligned	with	his	theories	and	beliefs.		
Christian	Schmid	noted	that	it	is	important	that	Marco	raised	the	question	but	this	way	is	oversimplifying	the	






























a	 folder	with	 a	 selection	 of	 500	 photos	 from	 the	 25	 previous	 INURA	 conferences	 and	many	people	 enjoyed	
browsing	through	them	while	waiting	impatiently	to	arrive	at	the	airport.	
Post-event	reporting	
James	 Stevens	 also	 reported	 on	 his	 first	 INURA	 conference	 on	 the	 SPC	 blog,	 http://wrd.spc.org/well-
conversed/.	 Among	 others	 he	 comments	 that	 “we	 tested	 out	 a	 ‘standalone’	 Mazi	 Playground	 prototype,	
encouraging	upload	of	images,	recordings	and	texts	to	the	OwnCloud	and	EtherPad	services	it	offers	as	well	as	
mobile	 broadband	 tethered	 through	 it	 to	 Panos	 smart-phone!”	 [...]	 Very	 intense	 program	 of	 talks,	 project	
presentations	 with	 some	 workshops	 but	 mostly	 together.	 With	 so	 many	 MAZI	 folk	 at	 the	 event	 [Marco	 -	
Prinzessinnengarten,	Anna	-	Common	Ground,	Andreas,	Panos	and	Ileana,	Philipp	and	YT	makes	7.]		there	was	
much	mazi	 discussion	between	 scheduled	 talks	 though	 just	 a	 brief	 presentation	by	us	 all	 and	 then	a	 2	hour	
hands	on	workshop	which	was	a	barrage	of	questions	but	with	fewer	of	the	inurians	present	[...]	On	the	Inurian	
bus	Panos	operated	his	portable	Mazi	Playground	tethered	to	his	mobile	 phone	 for	most	of	 the	 trip..	 and	
continued	to	run	it	during	the	retreat.	Many	have	used	it	to	share	images	-presentations	and	notes..	not	sure	
what	happens	next.	lets	ask	him!”	
	
	
	
	
	
	
